The widespread sense that faculties at US colleges and universities need to be more diverse is tied to the sense that the students at US colleges and universities have become more diverse, which indeed they have. In 1971, entering freshmen were overwhelmingly (90.9 percent) white, 7.5 percent were black; Asians and Latino/as, at 0.6 percent, were almost invisible. Today, according to the Chronicle of Higher Education's annual survey of freshmen at four-year colleges, 73.1 percent are white, 11 percent are black, 8.9 percent are Asian, and 9.7 percent are Latino. Of course, these numbers don't amount to complete success: Latinos and Latinas are underrepresented, and blacks are also still slightly underrepresented. Furthermore, if we take numbers from more selective colleges, even the 11 percent for blacks begins to look a little high.
Indeed, the increase in diversity in higher education over the last forty years has been matched by an increase in wealth. In 1971, the median income of entering freshmen at the 297 colleges participating in the American Freshmen Survey was 46 percent above the national average; by 2007, it had climbed to 60 percent (Pryor et al. 2007) . As a result, poor students of all races are scarcer than blacks or Latinos. So places like Northwestern may be only 5 percent black, but since, according to Richard Kahlenberg (2007) , only around 3 percent of the students in the 146 most selective colleges and universities come from the bottom socioeconomic quarter of the American population, you still have a better chance of meeting a black kid than you do of meeting a poor one on their campuses.
The two-tier professoriate
Thus the question about who should be on the faculty is a question about who should teach the rich kids, and although no one has argued that professors should be both as diverse as their students and as rich, the incomes of the teachers have, in fact, risen. The median household income in 2008 was a little over $52,000; according to a 2009 survey by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the average salary for full-time faculty was $79,439. Professors, like their students, are about 60 percent above the median.
Or at least some of them are. The AAUP survey doesn't include contingent faculty, and any number that doesn't include contingent faculty is ignoring the vast majority of American faculty members. For just as the increase in student diversity and student wealth have tracked each other over the last forty years, the increased reliance on contingent faculty has tracked them both. In 1975, almost 57 percent of faculty were tenured or on the tenure track; today that percentage has been almost cut in half, and the percentage of nontenure-track faculty has gone from 43.2 percent to 68.8 percent (AAUP 2010) . The people who work these jobs do not make anything like $79,000 a year; they don't even make anything like the median income of $52,000.
At my university, the University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), for example, adjuncts on nine-month contracts, teaching six courses a year, make between $26,788 and $30,900, a salary that, according to the Chronicle of Higher Education, is "high among those who work outside the tenure track in the region" (June 2009). Even at the high end, however, it's more than a thousand dollars below the minimum $6,200 per course section called for by the Modern Language Association (2008) . This year, we have hired (on one-year contracts) thirty-six adjuncts, which is nothing like the two-thirds of the faculty they constitute nationally (many of whom teach at community colleges) but is, since the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty in our department is thirty-five, a slight majority of the UIC English department. And, since the adjuncts, with no research responsibilities, have a heavier teaching load than do the tenured and tenure-track faculty, their courses constitute a very large majority of the teaching our department does. Indeed, since at UIC the number of those on the tenure track has declined over the last twenty years, while the number of students has grown, it would be completely impossible for the university to staff our courses without adjuncts. Thus, as American college students have become, on the average, richer, the people who teach them have become, on the average, poorer. If you assume that the average UIC tenure-track professor of English makes the national average and you take her salary and average it with what our lecturers make, what you get is a faculty that earns about $54,000-more like 2 percent above the median than 60 percent.
But just as the colleges themselves worry much more about the student body's diversity than about its wealth, they worry much more about the faculty's diversity than about its poverty. At UIC, for example, we have a commitment to "increasing the numbers of underrepresented faculty" and we have administrators who, within the best of their ability in difficult times, are seeking to honor that commitment.
2 So although we don't have very many searches, when we do, they're often targeted at scholars of color or toward areas-like African American Studies or Latino literature-where we can plausibly hope that the successful candidate will embody as well as profess his or her subject, since it is, after all, the underrepresentation of bodies, not professional specialties, that our commitment to diversity is seeking to rectify. And insofar as searches like these are successful, our tenure-track faculty may continue to dwindle but it will do so in colors that come closer to matching those of the American population and at salaries that continue to exceed those of the American population.
Meanwhile, however, much of our teaching will be done by people whose salaries trail the median and whose colors we don't care about. Which is to say, we are being made into precisely the kinds of employees neoliberal managers love. On the one hand, most of our work is done by cheaper and less secure labor (the adjuncts) and, on the other hand and even in the depths of the Great Recession, our commitment to social justice (the faculty of color) remains intact. The advantages of the two-tier professoriate, in other words, are both material and moral: on the bottom tier, a flexibilized work force; on the top tier, a diversified one. And although the bottom tier at present is nowhere near as diverse as the top, that's not really a problem, since no one of any race really wants to be on the bottom. Success here consists only in diversifying the elite and thus achieving the new American Dream: not a more equal society but a society in which inequality is more evenly distributed, in which a few more of the winners are people of color and a few more of the losers are white guys. This is the dream Adolph Reed is describing when he says that we live today "under a regime that is capable of simultaneously including black people and Latinos, even celebrating that inclusion as a fulfillment of democracy, while excluding poor people without a whimper of opposition" (Reed 2009b ). His point is not, of course, that we should be unhappy because this regime challenges white privilege; it's that we should be unhappy because it consolidates class privilege. Indeed, it not only consolidates class privilege, it enhances it. For the replacement of the idea of equality with the ideal of proportional inequality has taken place at the very moment-beginning in the late 1970s-in which inequality has been rapidly on the rise. And as the rich have become richer while everyone else has not, what we've developed is an institutional morality that objects to the inequalities produced by prejudice and discrimination but not to the ones produced by competitive markets. The "triumph of neoliberalism," as Reed puts it, is the idea that "only inequalities resultant from unfavorable treatment based on negatively sanctioned ascriptive designations like race qualify as injustice" (Reed 2009a, 271) . Thus markets win on both the material and the ideological levels. Neoliberalism creates greater disparities between the rich and the rest, and it teaches us that those disparities, so long as they're produced by markets and not by discrimination, are deserved.
It's in this context that we can recognize the fundamentally conservative and antiegalitarian character of the call to diversify the faculty and, indeed, of the American university system in general. The University of Michigan, a determined and at least partially successful (notably in Grutter v. Bollinger) combatant in the fight for diversity, is emblematic here. In 2004, Kahlenberg (2010) points out, as the university "was celebrating its victory in the Supreme Court, this national symbol of racial diversity had more students from families making in excess of $200,000 per year than families earning less than the national median of $53,000 a year." 3 In other words, the university's commitment to "racial and ethnic diversity" and especially "to the inclusion of students from groups which have been historically discriminated against . . . who without this commitment might not be represented in our student body in meaningful numbers" did not extend to the students who are most underrepresented at Michigan and at its private competitors: the poor. 4 That is, the attempt to open the university's doors to people of color has taken precedence over the attempt to open them to people without money. Indeed, judging by the results, there hasn't really been any attempt to open them to people without money, or, for that matter, even to people with just a normal amount of money since, as David Leonhardt (2004) has observed, "at the most selective private universities across the country, more fathers of freshmen are doctors than are hourly workers, teachers, clergy members, farmers or members of the military-combined." But, of course, no one could even have dreamed of suing Michigan on behalf of the children of hourly workers. There may be a constitutional question about whether race-conscious admissions policies discriminate against white people, but it's definitely not against any law to give preferences to the rich.
Just as it's not against any law to underpay the people who teach their children-which is not to say that the benefits of faculty diversity are reserved only for those universities whose enthusiasm for combating racism and sexism sits comfortably alongside their indifference to combating exploitation. On the contrary, the advantages of diversity are almost equally vivid in situations where both the students and the faculty are well-off since here, too, the institution's sense of its own virtue is largely dependent on the idea that rich people getting paid to help other rich people make sure that their wealth and status get transmitted from one generation to the next is a good thing as long as the rich people in question aren't all white and male. Indeed, in this respect, our universities, despite our tendency to think of them as the most liberal of institutions, are just like almost every other American institution of the upper-middle class. No one can plausibly think of banks as liberal institutions, but the annual Vault ranking of the "50 Most Prestigious Banking Firms" takes diversity into account, and the number one firm last year-both in diversity and overall-was Goldman Sachs.
Of course, the recent suit alleging discrimination against women at Goldman Sachs and complaining of their "'stark' underrepresentation" in management-"just 29 percent of vice presidents, 17 percent of managing directors, and 14 percent of partners" (Mangan 2010 )-may have a negative impact on its rankings for this year. But it's the logic according to which the complaint is conceived rather than its validity that makes the relevant point. If Lloyd Blankfein's $9 million bonus were instead going to Jane Doe, would that make Goldman Sachs a more liberal institution? Would the United States be a more egalitarian country if the beneficiaries of our increasing inequality included more women?
Reproducing inequality University leaders regularly puzzle over the fact that, as President Drew Faust (2008) of Harvard has put it, their undergraduates "are going in such numbers . . . into finance, consulting, i-banking." But it's hard to see why anybody should be surprised. After all, it was President Faust herself who at her installation congratulated our universities on being engines of "the expansion of citizenship, equality and opportunity-to blacks, women, Jews, immigrants, and others" (2007). And we've already seen who the others aren't. The only difference between the banks and the universities is that at Goldman Sachs, where the goal is to make the kids even richer, they don't just appreciate diversity; with "a global client base that reflects a multitude of cultures," they "leverage" it (QS). So if 39 percent of the Harvard graduating class is going into banking and finance, it's not an anomaly. It's because they've learned very well the lessons in social justice (the lessons of student and faculty diversity) that Harvard has taught them, and they'll fight just as hard to make those lessons a reality on Wall Street as they have in Cambridge.
Even more striking than the bad news about 39 percent of the students going into banking, however, is what President Faust thinks of as the good news, namely, that a significant number (thirty-seven) have "signed on with Teach for America." The symbiosis with Goldman Sachs et al. is perfect, since no cause is more beloved of Wall Street than destroying the little that's left of the American union movement today, and "educational reform" (led by Teach for America and the charter school movement) is at the heart of that effort. Thus, the Wall Street Journal describes the fact that there are more college graduates wanting to join Teach for America (TFA) than there are schools wanting to hire them by declaring it a "tragic lost opportunity" produced by "union and bureaucratic opposition" (A10). The Journal doesn't mention the studies showing that "the students of novice TFA teachers perform significantly less well in reading and mathematics than those of credentialed beginning teachers" (Heilig and Jez 2010) . And the well-meaning college administrators, delighted that more of their charges are going off to do good, don't say much about the fact most of them won't do it very well or for very long. More than 80 percent of TFA teachers leave after three years.
But as Michelle Rhee, one of the heroes of the recent film Waiting for Superman, likes to say, it's really all about the adults, not the kids. If, for instance, you juxtapose the claims the film makes on behalf of Wall Street's favorite charter school, the Harlem Children's Zone (HCZ), with the reality of its performance-starting with the fact that just 15 percent of its seventh graders passed the 2010 New York reading test-it's not hard to see that HCZ, although even more beloved of Wall Street than Teach for America (Goldman Sachs just gave HCZ $20 million [Otterman 2010b ]), is not much better at actually educating children. And it's even easier to see that Jeffrey Canada's solution to HCZ's recent failure on the reading tests-"Several teachers have been fired as a result of the low scores, and others were reassigned" (Otterman 2010a )-is closer to the heart of school reform than is any actual improvement in the kids' education, although this is an insight that comes more easily to conservatives who know they're conservative that it does to high-minded liberals. Thus, outraged though he might be by "the plight of children trapped in failing schools with lousy, union-protected teachers," the right-wing columnist Ross Douthat (2010) is skeptical about the ability of school reform to do the main thing school reformers claim it can do, namely, significantly raise test scores. But that's OK, because even though reform won't "turn every American child into a test-taking dynamo," if it accomplishes "the feat" of creating "a more costeffective system," that's something "well-worth fighting for." Douthat articulates what Waiting for Superman does not, namely, that school reform, from TFA to HCZ, is much more about lowering labor costs than about raising test scores, and that what Jeffrey Canada wants Superman to do is also what billionaire reformers like Bill and Melinda Gates want him to do: bust the union.
